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6) |EI Claim(s) 1-4 and 8-11 is/are rejected. 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint, inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1 , 4, 8 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dreyfus in view of Cahne. 

Dreyfus teaches an apparatus/device which is a sheet of material having a top 
and bottom surface and a plurality of apertures in a desired pattern. Dreyfus teaches the 
material of construction of the perforated sheet includes a wide variety of metal 
materials including stainless steel, aluminum and the like which are known to be 
impervious to a printable adhesive or printable material and which is identical to the 
material of construction disclosed by applicant at page 9 lines 6-1 1 thereby inherently 
capable of serving as a material of construction for a semiconductor die stencil. Dreyfus 
fails to teach a polymer coating is applied to one side of the perforated sheet. However, 
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Cahne teaches an apparatus/device which is comprised of a sheet of material having a 
polymer coating applied only on one side. Cahne teaches providing a coating of 
polytetrafluoroethylene on the sheet of material which is identical to the coating 
disclosed by applicant thereby inherently providing the claimed property of retarding the 
spread of printable adhesive. Cahne fails to teach the sheet of material having a 
plurality of apertures defining a desired pattern. However, it would have been obvious to 
modify the Dreyfus sheet of material with a plurality of apertures in a desired pattern to 
provide a coating only on one side of the since Cahne teaches providing a coating of 
polytetrafluoroethylene which is the coating disclosed by applicant only on one side of 
the sheet of material to prevent sticking of material being treated to the recited surface. 
The recitation of the intended end use of the claimed apparatus/device to be aligned 
above a die such that the bottom surface of the claimed apparatus/device faces the die 
and the apertures of the claimed apparatus/device to define a desired pattern of 
application of printable adhesive does not structurally further limit the claimed 
device/apparatus over the above recited combination of references since Dreyfus in 
view of Cahne teaches each of the structural elements of the claimed apparatus/device. 
Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed 
apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from 
a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 
USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). "[Apparatus claims cover what a device is, not what a device 
does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 1469, 15 USPQ2d 
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1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Thus claims 1, 4, 8 and 11 are obvious over the above 
recited references. 

Claims 2-3 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dreyfus in view of Cahne and Johnson. 

Dreyfus and Cahne are applied for the reasons noted above. Dreyfus teaches 
the material of construction of the perforated sheet includes a wide variety of metal 
materials including stainless steel, aluminum and the like. Applicant has indicated at 
page 9 lines 12-22 of the instant specification that the surface tension of most polymers 
is one order less than that of metals or ceramics. . Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to construct the Dreyfus device/apparatus from aluminum since Johnson teaches 
aluminum is a preferred material of construction for used in a similar environment as 
Dreyfus for the obvious advantage of using aluminum, cost and light weight and the 
surface tension of the materials in the modified Dreyfus device/apparatus within the 
scope of claims 2-3 and 9-10 given the disclosure that polymers have a surface tension 
one order less than that of metal. 

Claims 2-3 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dreyfus in view of Cahne and Chen. 

Dreyfus and Cahne are applied for the reasons noted above. Dreyfus teaches 
the material of construction of the perforated sheet includes a wide variety of metal 
materials including stainless steel, aluminum and the like. Applicant has indicated at 
page 9 lines 6-22 of the instant specification that the surface tension of most polymers 
is one order less than that of metals or ceramics and given the disclosure of the surface 
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tension of stainless steel versus polytetrafluoroethylene. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to construct.the Dreyfus device/apparatus from stainless steel since Chen 
teaches stainless steel is a preferred material of construction for used in a similar 
environment as Dreyfus for the obvious advantage of using stainless steel, increased 
working life as a result of corrosion resistance, and the surface tension of the materials 
in the modified Dreyfus device/apparatus are within the scope of claims 2-3 and 9-10 
given the disclosure that polytetrafluoroethylene polymers have a surface tension one 
order less than that of stainless steel metal. 

Claims 1-4 and 8-1 1 were provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 10-13, 
43 and 46-49 of co-pending Application No. 1 0/630,544. 

The obviousness-type double patenting rejection as set forth in the office action 
mailed 8/23/2005 is maintained. 

Claims 1-4 and 8-1 1 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-46 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,607,599 (Jiang et al) of claims 1-15 of U.S. Patent No. 6,599,365 Jiang et 
al). 

The obviousness-type double patenting rejection as set forth in the office action 
mailed 8/23/2005 is maintained. 

Claims 1-4 and 8-1 1 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-77 of U.S. 
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Patent No. 6,669,781 (Jiang et al) of claims 1-24 of U.S. Patent No. 6,641,669 (Jiang et 
al). 

The obviousness-type double patenting rejection as set forth in the office action 
mailed 8/23/2005 is maintained. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/16/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant's argument that Dreyfus and Cahne are non-analogous art is found to 
be non-persuasive. Applicant's claims are directed to a sheet of material having a top 
surface and bottom surface, the sheet of material being constructed from a material 
which is impervious to a printable coating which is an adhesive applied thereto, a 
plurality of apertures in a sheet of material defining a desired pattern and a coating 
applied only to the bottom surface of the sheet to retard spreading of printable coating 
which is an adhesive. Contrary to applicant's arguments, it is deemed that the 
combination of Dreyfus and Cahne teaches every positively claimed element of the 
apparatus and therefore deemed to be analogous art. 

Applicant's argument that the combination of Cahne and Dreyfus would fail to 
yield a stencil wherein the printable fluid is applied to the stencil without obstruction of 
the flow of the printable fluid through the apertures of the die apertures of the stencil 
since Cahne process would result in the coating applied to the bottom surface of the 
sheet filling the apertures of the sheet is found to be non-persuasive. Applicant's 
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argument implies that Cahne must teach the method step of applying the coating of 
polytetrafluroethylene to the bottom surface of the apertured stencil without filling the 
apertures of the stencil whereas the issue with respect to the apparatus/stencil is 
whether the combination of prior art references, Cahne and Dreyfus, teach the 
obviousness of arranging a layer of coating of polytetrafluoroethylene, a coating which 
retards spreading of printable material, on only one surface, bottom surface, of the 
stencil material without the coating layer obstructing the flow of material through the 
stencil. The examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to modify the Dreyfus 
sheet of stencil material by providing a coating only on one side of the stencil sheet 
since Cahne teaches providing a coating of a polymeric material, 
polytetrafluoroethylene which is within the scope of the coating disclosed by applicant, 
only on one side of the sheet of material to prevent sticking of material being treated to 
the coated surface. The recitation of the intended end use of the claimed 
apparatus/device to be aligned above a die such that the bottom surface of the claimed 
apparatus/device faces the die and the apertures of the claimed apparatus/device to 
define a desired pattern of application of printable adhesive does not structurally further 
limit the claimed device/apparatus over the above recited combination of references 
since Dreyfus in view of Cahne teaches each of the structural elements of the claimed 
apparatus/device. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in 
which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the 
claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. 
Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). "[Apparatus claims cover what a device is, 
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not what a device does." Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 
1469, 15 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Brenda A. 
Lamb at telephone number (571 ) 272-1231 . The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday-Tuesday and Thursday-Friday with alternate Wednesdays off. 
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